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PER CURI AM

Saeed Y. Hassen, a native and citizen of FEritrea,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals (“Board”) affirmng, wthout opinion, the immgration
judge’s denial of his applications for asylum wthholding of
removal , and protection under the Convention Agai nst Torture.

On appeal, Hassen raises challenges to the immgration
judge’s determnation that he failed to establish his eligibility
for asylum To obtain reversal of a determ nation denying
eligibility for relief, an alien “must show that the evidence he
presented was so conpelling that no reasonable factfinder could
fail to find the requisite fear of persecution.” INS V.

El i as- Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 483-84 (1992). W have reviewed the

evi dence of record and concl ude that Hassen fails to show that the
evi dence conpels a contrary result.
W have al so revi ewed Hassen’' s clai mthat he was entitl ed

to a grant of asylumon hunmanitarian grounds and find that his is

si nply not the rare case where past persecution is so severe that

it would be i nhumane to return the alien even in the absence of any

ri sk of future persecution. Gonahasa v. INS, 181 F.3d 538, 544

(4th Gr. 1999) (quoting Vaduva v. INS, 131 F. 3d 689, 690 (7th Cr

1997)). Accordingly, we cannot grant the relief that Hassen seeks.
We therefore deny the petition for review W dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are



adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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